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Abstract This study ﬁnds evidence of an age restriction premium that is
maintained over time and across varying market conditions. Prior
research has demonstrated that the reduced uncertainty
associated with private covenants and deed restrictions can be
capitalized into value. Age-restricted subdivisions provide a
measure of certainty that future property owners must meet the
same threshold age requirement satisﬁed by current owners. The
evidence presented here is that this enhanced certainty is
capitalized into property values, independent of the structural
characteristics of individual units or subdivision amenities.
Proposed federal regulations for age-restricted projects created
uncertainty for several years in lower priced subdivisions that
might not have met the new minimum quality standards.
However, there is no evidence that this uncertainty impacted
house prices.
Introduction
Housing oriented exclusively to the elderly goes back to the 1950s in the United
States. Subdivisions and entire planned communities, such as Youngtown and Sun
City, Arizona were marketed as ‘‘Adults Only’’ housing projects, with amenities
and facilities oriented speciﬁcally to seniors. The aging of the U.S. population
and the interest of many seniors in age-restricted projects make it likely that
attention will continue to be focused on this segment of the housing market. The
limited empirical research in this area has not attempted to provide an economic
explanation for why age-restricted developments persist when such restrictions
clearly limit the potential marketability of properties in those projects.
This paper extends the Hughes and Turnbull (1996) analysis of deed restrictions
and private covenants to the age restriction issue. While private (and public)
restrictions based on age differ in important ways from other deed restrictions and
private covenants, the primary objective of age restrictions along with other private
limitations is to enhance property values by reducing uncertainty to future owners.
The nature of the distinction between age related and other types of restrictions/
covenants will be discussed later along with the implications of this distinction
for designing empirical tests that will attempt to detect and quantify an age
restriction premium in house prices.264  Guntermann and Moon
Federal regulations proposed in the late 1980s would have set minimum standards
for housing projects or communities to retain age-restricted status or for new
projects to qualify as age-restricted. Many age-restricted projects were unlikely to
meet the standards as originally proposed. The resulting fear of losing age-
restricted status was an emotional issue of great concern to many property owners
in those projects. Based on the importance and apparent value of the age
restriction, the empirical tests will attempt to determine whether the threat of
losing age-restricted status during that time period was reﬂected in property values.
The article is organized as follows. The economics of age restriction is discussed
ﬁrst along with previous empirical research and the Hughes and Turnbull (1996)
analysis of deed restrictions and private covenants. Manufactured housing is then
discussed as the appropriate market segment for testing the age related extension
of Hughes and Turnbull and the potential impact of proposed federal regulations
on house prices. Following that discussion are sections discussing the data and
methodology used in the study. The article ends with results and interpretations
along with concluding comments.
 Age Restriction
Age restriction can be viewed as one form of housing discrimination since it
prohibits younger households from buying into an age-restricted area. In Arizona
and other states, age restrictions typically take the form of private covenants and/
or zoning overlays at the local or county level. The most common speciﬁcation
in either the private or public form is that at least one person in a household must
be ﬁfty-ﬁve years of age or older and that those sixteen or younger may not
continuously reside in the unit more than a prescribed number of days per year.
These conditions may restrict individual opportunities to buy and/or sell houses
in a certain area but may also affect the housing market through restricting demand
and/or supply in the short run. Allen (1997) presented empirical evidence of a
positive price effect (14%) from age restriction in the Broward County, Florida
condominium market. His interpretation of the results is that the age restriction
resulted in a net increase in demand for those housing units during 1995–1996,
ceteris paribus. However, this interpretation should be made cautiously since in
the long run the market can adjust to temporary demand or supply imbalances.
At the federal level, Congress acted in 1988 to permit an exemption to Title VII
(Fair Housing) of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 for the elderly and directed HUD
to develop appropriate regulations for implementing the law. Prior to 1988, the
federal government had not speciﬁcally addressed the age restriction issue, leaving
it to be handled at the county and local levels. The proposed regulations would
apply to all projects, meaning that currently restricted projects would have to
comply with whatever regulations were approved to retain their age restriction.
Over several years and various drafts of proposed regulations, HUD attempted to
set minimum quality standards deﬁned in terms of ‘‘signiﬁcant facilities and
services,’’that housing projects had to provide in order to qualify for age-restrictedAge Restriction and Property Values  265
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status. This was a critical component of the proposed regulations. The intent was
to ensure that projects would be able to address the specialized needs of seniors
in return for an exemption to Title VII.
The proposed regulations created considerable uncertainty on the part of many
homeowners associations about whether their current level of facilities and
services would permit them to retain age-restricted status. As a result, seniors
groups strongly opposed each set of regulations as they were proposed. This
uncertainty over retaining age restrictions ended with passage of the Housing for
Older Persons Act of 1995, which omitted the provision for signiﬁcant facilities
and services. Under the 1995 Act, a housing project can become age-restricted
essentially by electing age-restricted status, i.e., at least 80% of the housing units
must be occupied by at least one person who is ﬁfty-ﬁve years of age or older,
etc.1 The 1995 Act is discussed in more detail in Guntermann (2002).
In an attempt to ensure an adequate supply of housing for seniors, a suburban
area of San Diego required that a minimum percentage of houses in new
subdivisions had to be reserved for the elderly. Rosen (1974) showed that quality
standards legislation, such as the San Diego law or the proposed HUD regulations,
might have the unintended consequence of reducing consumer’s welfare. Do and
Grudnitski (1997) presented evidence of negative price effects in the affected area
of San Diego from 1990 to 1993 because of the oversupply of restricted housing
that resulted from the law. While the proposed HUD regulations were never
implemented, it is possible that the uncertainty associated with the possible loss
of age-restricted status was reﬂected in house prices during the 1988–1995 period.
The desire for an age restriction in housing might arise because of different
preferences in housing consumption across generations. Seniors are not likely to
consider the quality of schools or distance to employment centers when purchasing
houses. Instead, they are more likely to base their decision on other factors, such
as proximity to medical and recreational facilities or neighborhood amenities such
as community centers or clubhouses with organized activities and transportation
assistance. The isolation of preferences across generations may create generation-
speciﬁc neighborhood characteristics, i.e., different generations are likely to seek
different types and/or quality levels of amenities. For example, Sun City, Arizona
or similar retirement communities offer a different mix of amenities than is
typically found in surrounding areas. Under the assumption that housing
preferences differ across generations, age restrictions, whether created by private
covenants or public ordinances, can be viewed as a means of ensuring that
neighborhood and other characteristics oriented to seniors not only are created but
will persist over time.
Hughes and Turnbull (1996) presented a theoretical model showing that deed
restrictions or private covenants could reduce uncertainty about future negative
externalities and, hence, that the restrictions could be capitalized into house prices.
Private covenants can only limit the consumption behavior speciﬁed by the
contract, such as restricting ﬂagpoles to a certain height or prohibiting the266  Guntermann and Moon
overnight parking of pickup trucks in driveways. In contrast, age restriction, per
se, does not prohibit any speciﬁc behavior in housing consumption. Thus, an age-
restricted project does not guarantee behavior that mitigates future negative
externalities. It is only if preferences within the elderly generation are similar that
age-restricted status can be viewed as a means of ensuring that neighborhood and
other characteristics oriented to seniors will be maintained. Hence, the
effectiveness of age restrictions in alleviating consumption uncertainty depends
crucially on the assumption of similarities in preferences within the elderly
generation. The validity of this assumption will be tested empirically.
 The Manufactured Housing Market
The manufactured housing market can be distinguished structurally from single-
family detached housing and the patio home/condominium market. Unlike on-site
construction, manufactured housing is fairly standardized in terms of quality and
physical characteristics, resulting in greater homogeneity of units within and
across projects. In mobile home parks, the housing unit typically is owned while
the lot or pad is rented. In contrast, mobile home subdivisions are similar to
residential subdivisions where both the lot and housing unit are owned. While the
term ‘‘mobile home’’ is in common usage, manufactured housing tends to be
immobile and is treated as real property for tax purposes.
Manufactured housing is one of several types of affordable housing available to
seniors and allows for a more independent lifestyle than typically is associated
with attached housing units. The median income of mobile home households in
the U.S. was $13,369 in 1993 compared to $20,192 for all elderly, owner-occupied
households, while the median value of mobile homes was $19,446 compared to
$76,202 for all housing units in the United States.2 In the census tracts in this
study, the median value of mobile homes ranges from $49,200 to $72,100
compared to the Mesa, Arizona median of $85,500 for all housing units (see
Exhibit 1). The median income of mobile home households in the census tracts
ranges from $17,304 to $24,117, while for all households in Mesa it was $30,273
in 1990.
Manufactured housing subdivisions were chosen to test the age-restricted
extension of the Hughes and Turnbull (1996) uncertainty hypothesis because there
are a fairly large number of them, including both age-restricted and non age-
restricted projects, in Mesa, Arizona. The wide range in amenities across these
subdivisions (see Exhibit 2) is a reﬂection of the range in the median age and
housing preferences of residents, particularly between the age-restricted and non
age-restricted groups of projects. This diversity in amenities or features at the
subdivision level means either that amenity-speciﬁc variables or subdivision
dummy variables will need to be included in the empirical models.
Unlike Sun City or other projects with more afﬂuent residents, manufactured
























































Exhibit 1  Housing and Income Characteristics of Manufactured Housing Subdivisions, Mesa Arizona
Census Tract City of Mesa 4202.06 4226.04 4226.11 4226.01 4201.03 4226.04 4226.11
Census Block Group 1 3 1 3 3 1 4
Housing Characteristics
Housing units 140,468 2,399 755 927 1,143 956 1,220 333
Median value ($) 85,500 72,100 55,800 55,600 49,200 57,700 61,200 62,500
Percentage mobile homes 21 72 74 67 95 71 84 83
Percentage seasonal 13 23 18 19 15 10 43 39
Percentage owner-occupied 61 87 90 91 92 85 87 89
Owner Characteristics
Median age 30 68 62 52 57 37 52 68
Median household income 30,273 22,176 24,117 19,423 17,304 21,855 18,431 24,038
Percentage with a mortgage 83 40 82 68 52 70 83 0*
Monthly Owner Costs
(Median)
With mortgage ($) 833 637 544 573 711 550 643
Without mortgage ($) 189 179 190 170 208 176 175 147
Average tenure as of 1990
(in years)





















Exhibit 1  (continued)


















Units in Project(s) 4,913 2,120 613 343 810 444 270 313
Project Size as a Percentage
of Housing units in the block
group
64 88 81 37 71 47 22 94
Note: *The sample contained only 15 housing units, making this ﬁgure suspect.
**Apache Wells, 1,695 units; The Wells, 425 units.
***Arizona Skies, 209 units; Desert Dawn, 134 units.
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1990 Census of Population & Housing, Phoenix, AZ MSA, 1990 CPH-3-260.


















































































Private covenants Y Y Y Y Y
Overlay zoning* AS SC SC** AS SC***
Project Amenities
City of Mesa Y Y Y Y
Golf course Y Y
Recreation center Y Y Y Y Y




YY Y Y Y
Organized activities Y Y Y Y Y Y
Security patrol Y Y
Note: *Age speciﬁc (Mesa); SC - Senior Citizen (Maricopa County).
**Overlay zoning was dropped in December 1993.
*** Beginning in January 1993.270  Guntermann and Moon
requirement for signiﬁcant facilities and services been implemented. Upscale
projects, especially if they are large, offer a wider range of amenities than those
listed in Exhibit 2, such as medical facilities or transportation to clinics or
hospitals, auditoriums, libraries and extensive programs of activities. In contrast,
the facilities listed in Exhibit 2 often were limited and many of the activities and
services were dependent on volunteers. While the facilities and services provided
by higher end projects easily would have satisﬁed the proposed regulations, it was
not at all clear that more modest projects, such as manufactured housing
subdivisions, would have been able to meet the proposed standards. Hence, if
uncertainty associated with the proposed regulations could be reﬂected in house
prices during the 1988–1995 period, the best chance of detecting it would be in
the lowest price segment of the market represented by manufactured housing
subdivisions.
 Empirical Model
To test whether age restriction, per se, reduces uncertainty and is capitalized into
price, it is necessary to control for individual property and neighborhood factors
that also inﬂuence price. Since there is less diversity in manufactured housing
units than in traditional detached houses, a more limited and somewhat different
set of housing characteristic variables will be included in the models.
Neighborhoods, as the term is used here, are deﬁned by subdivision boundaries.
Neighborhood characteristics including amenities, public safety and organized
activities are multidimensional and partially unobserved, which can lead to the
omission of relevant variables. As an alternative to speciﬁc amenity variables, the
level of neighborhood characteristics can be deﬁned by a set of subdivision
dummy variables that proxy for observed amenities/features and unobserved
characteristics such as organized activities. The subdivisions listed in Exhibit 2
are in seven census tracts that are in fairly close proximity to each other, with
individual tracts containing from one to ﬁve projects.
Previous empirical studies on age restriction used short-term data sets. In the long
run, capital, labor and consumers are mobile so that the market can adjust to
temporary demand and supply shocks. Our empirical model, [Equation (1)] thus
analyzes the impact of age restriction over the long term using interaction terms
of age restriction and time dummy variables, while controlling for subdivision
(neighborhood) speciﬁc characteristics using either amenity-speciﬁc variables
(Model 1) or subdivision dummy variables (Model 2). If age-restricted status
reduces uncertainty, and the effect persists over time, the interaction variables
would be expected to have a positive sign. The interaction variables represent a
joint test of the age-restricted extension of Hughes and Turnbull (1996) and the
assumption that the elderly have similar housing preferences, since age limitations,
unlike other deed restrictions or private covenants, do not restrict speciﬁc aspects
of behavior, as discussed earlier. The models are estimated using OLS with a
semi-logarithmic speciﬁcation. The dependent variable is log of real housing price,Age Restriction and Property Values  271
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deﬂated using the Consumer Price Index (CPI) from the Bureau of Labor Statistics
(BLS).
Log (price)
 ƒ (housing structure, neighborhood characteristics,
age restriction). (1)
 Data
Marketron Services, Inc. provided the data used in this study. The assessor’s tape
is the starting point with Marketron adding additional information, such as
subdivision names. The database consists of 4,948 mobile home (unit plus lot)
transactions that occurred in Mesa, Arizona between 1983 and 2000. These sales
took place in thirteen different subdivisions, with one project having both age-
restricted and non age-restricted phases, making for fourteen distinct geographic
areas in total.3 In terms of transactions, 3,903 were in non age-restricted
subdivisions at the time of sale, while the remaining 1,045 were in nonage-
restricted projects. By year, the number of transactions ranged from 147 in 1985
to 434 in 1994. These subdivisions vary considerably in size, which is reﬂected
in the number of observations by subdivision in the sample, which ranged from
135 to 1,236.
During this time period, conditions in the Phoenix economy and housing market
ranged from expansion in most of the 1980s and 1990s to a period of contraction
in the late 1980s and early 1990s. A database with transactions over a number of
years and varying market conditions is ideal for testing whether reduced
uncertainty associated with age restrictions can be capitalized into property values.
It is also possible to test whether the proposed HUD regulations from 1988
through 1995 might have created enough uncertainty in lower priced housing
projects with limited amenities to reduce or eliminate any age restriction premiums
that might have existed. Exhibit 1 contains 1990 census block group data for the
subdivisions included in this study. Most projects were developed in the 1960s
and 1970s but one, The Wells, was developed in the 1980s. The median housing
value in every block group is below the Mesa, Arizona median as is the household
income in these block groups. The vast majority of the housing units are owner-
occupied by permanent, not seasonal residents. Most of these subdivisions
represent a signiﬁcant, if not dominant portion of the total housing units in their
block groups (bottom, Exhibit 1).
The amenities and age-restricted status of the subdivisions being analyzed are
presented in Exhibit 2. Age-restricted projects tend to offer a more extensive
amenity package to residents and also tend to be associated with higher quality272  Guntermann and Moon
physical characteristics. Recreation centers were a signiﬁcant amenity at three of
the projects but at two others (Desert Dawn and Arizona Skies) the facilities were
considerably lower quality. Interaction variables for recreation centers and
subdivision dummy variables were included in the empirical models to control for
observed quality differences (see Exhibit 3). Similarly, the neighborhood
environment and condition of the housing units in Phase 2 of the Superstition
Country subdivision appeared to be much lower quality than the other projects
included in the database. Since this might be reﬂected in higher depreciation rates
for properties in Phase 2, an interaction variable, SSUPER2 (age and subdivision
dummy) was included in the models. Finally, the quality of the golf course and
housing units in the Desert Sands subdivision was noticeably lower than in the
other golf course subdivision. An interaction variable was also used with the golf
dummy variable to more accurately estimate the effect of a golf course on property
values.
Given their standardization, the original database did not include a measure of
square footage for most of the housing units. Individual units were determined by
inspection to be either single- or double-wide and a dummy variable (SINGLE)
was included in the models as a proxy for size. In order to control for the different
mix of units across subdivisions, interaction variables for sizes and subdivision
dummy variables were used. Property characteristics typically associated with
housing data such as bedrooms and baths also were not available. However, the
year built was known, allowing for a depreciation measure (AGE) to be included
in the models.4 Additional property speciﬁc information was gathered about
substantial modiﬁcations that were made to individual housing units that might
have affected value, such as added space for storage (STORAGE), garages, pitched
roofs (PTROOF), which would give the units a more traditional appearance and
screened porches (SCPORCH). Descriptive statistics for the variables included in
the empirical analysis are presented in Exhibit 3.
 Results
Structural change was tested for ﬁrst because the data cover eighteen years
(Goodman, 1978, 1981; Gatzlaff and Ling, 1994; and Knight, Dombrow and
Sirmans, 1995) by estimating a pooled model with annual time dummies and a
separate model for each year. Based on the computed F-Statistics for Model 1
(speciﬁc amenities), the hypothesis of no structural change in the estimated
equation over the entire sample period cannot be rejected at the 5% level. The
hypothesis of no structural change is marginally rejected at the 5% level for Model
2 (subdivision dummies) but those results are also reported in Exhibit 4. Based
on the tests for structural change, the market was not segmented by either year
or subperiods. The fact that the mobile home subdivisions are in close proximity
and the housing units are structurally similar further supports the procedure used.
The results for both models are presented in Exhibit 4. For simplicity, the annual
time dummy variables that control for macro shocks are not reported.Age Restriction and Property Values  273
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Exhibit 3  Descriptive Statistics and Deﬁnition of Variables
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Deﬁnition
PRICE 43,938 19,148
AGE 15.995 7.822 Age in Years
SINGLE 0.421 0.494 Single-Wide Unit
STORAGE 0.326 0.469 Added Storage
SC PORCH 0.140 0.348 Screened Porch
PTROOF 0.148 0.356 Pitched Roof
GARAGE 0.017 0.130
GOLF 0.396 0.489
RECCENTER 0.530 0.499 Recreation Center
SUPER 1 0.125 0.331 Superstition Country Phase 1
SUPER 2 0.038 0.192 Superstition Country Phase 2
APACHE 0.250 0.433 Apache Wells
WELLS 0.075 0.263 The Wells
MESA EAST 0.125 0.331 Mesa East
DESSANDS 0.147 0.354 Desert Sands
AZSKIES 0.052 0.222 Arizona Skies
SUNSKIES** 0.058 0.234 Sunny Skies
CHEROKEE 0.067 0.249 Cherokee
PALOVERDE* 0.036 0.186 Palo Verde
DESDAWN 0.027 0.163 Desert Dawn
ADULT 0.789 0.408 Age Restricted








Notes: There were 4,948 observations.
*Includes Knolls Terrace & thirty-four Palms Subdivisions
**Includes El Cortez Subdivision.274  Guntermann and Moon
Exhibit 4  Regression Results
Model 1 Model 2
Variable Amenity Variables Subdivision Variables
INTERCEPT 10.143 10.213
AGE 0.007 (0.001) 0.009 (0.001)
SINGLE 0.295 (0.012) 0.310 (0.013)
SWELLS 0.026 (0.030) 0.109 (0.036)
SAPACHEW 0.139 (0.027) 0.115 (0.027)
SSUNSKIES 0.024 (0.029) 0.029 (0.041)
SSUPER2 0.029 (0.034) 0.182 (0.051)
STORAGE 0.048 (0.010) 0.044 (0.010)
SCPORCH 0.024 (0.014) 0.024 (0.014)

















ADYEAR 84 0.029 (0.064) 0.059 (0.075)
ADYEAR 85 0.202 (0.062) 0.246 (0.074)
ADYEAR 86 0.091 (0.049) 0.121 (0.063)
ADYEAR 87 0.067 (0.051) 0.102 (0.064)
ADYEAR 88 0.089 (0.049) 0.120 (0.063)
ADYEAR 89 0.150 (0.052) 0.191 (0.066)
ADYEAR 90 0.038 (0.053) 0.078 (0.066)
ADYEAR 91 0.058 (0.046) 0.099 (0.060)
ADYEAR 92 0.152 (0.046) 0.186 (0.060)
ADYEAR 93 0.175 (0.047) 0.207 (0.063)
ADYEAR 94 0.139 (0.043) 0.183 (0.060)
ADYEAR 95 0.140 (0.047) 0.184 (0.063)
ADYEAR 96 0.171 (0.043) 0.211 (0.060)
ADYEAR 97 0.278 (0.046) 0.339 (0.063)
ADYEAR 98 0.195 (0.050) 0.261 (0.065)
ADYEAR 99 0.094 (0.049) 0.160 (0.065)
ADYEAR 00 0.069 (0.063) 0.126 (0.075)
Adjusted R2 0.47 0.47
F-Statistics 1.22 1.44
Notes: The dependent variable: log of price. Standard errors are in parentheses. Both models had
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The adjusted R2 is similar for both models (.47) and indicates that the alternative
speciﬁcations of the amenity-related variables are equally satisfactory in
controlling for various non age-restriction factors that affect price. All coefﬁcients
related to the structure of the housing units, i.e., garages, screened porches, etc.
indicate that they positively affect housing prices. Coefﬁcients for single-wide
units, which is a proxy for size, and the interaction variables for single and various
subdivision dummy variables typically also are signiﬁcant.5
The speciﬁc amenity characteristics (GOLF and REC) in Model 1 appear to have
a strong positive effect on price and may explain much of the price difference
that exists across subdivisions, holding other factors constant. The recreation
center, which is especially important for the elderly, has a strong positive price
effect for all time periods. The recreation center variable (REC) to some extent is
a proxy for several types of observable amenities such as swimming pools,
clubhouses and organized activities. Differences in the quality level of amenities
across subdivisions are controlled with several interaction variables, which are
deﬁned in Exhibit 3. For example, (RECDAWN, RECAZ) are composed of
‘‘Recreation center (REC)’’ and dummy variables for either ‘‘Desert Dawn
(DESDAWN)’’ or ‘‘Arizona Skies (AZSKIES).’’ Both variables are negative and
signiﬁcant.
Model 2 in Exhibit 4 includes subdivision dummy variables to capture observable
and unobservable subdivision characteristics. The results are consistent with those
in Model 1, meaning that price is considerably higher in those subdivisions with
more amenities. For example, the coefﬁcient values for the variables ‘‘APACHE’’
and ‘‘MESAEAST’’ are signiﬁcant and much larger than the coefﬁcients for the
other subdivision variables. However, not all age-restricted subdivisions provide
an extensive amenity package. The results also suggest that stratiﬁcation by wealth
may exist across age-restricted areas in the manufactured housing market. The
coefﬁcient value of the dummy variable for the subdivision Desert Dawn
(DESDAWN), which possesses more amenities than the omitted area, is signiﬁcant
and negative and is consistent with the interaction variable (RECDAWN)i n
Model 1.
In Models 1 and 2, the age restriction interaction variables (ADYEAR) are always
positive and are signiﬁcant most years compared to the omitted year, 1983. The
persistence of an age restriction premium over an extended period of time and
under various market conditions is evidence in support of the Hughes and Turnbull
(1996) uncertainty reduction hypothesis as it is extended to the age restriction
issue. Age-restricted subdivisions provide a measure of certainty that future
property owners must meet the same threshold age requirement satisﬁed by current
owners. The evidence presented here is that this enhanced certainty is capitalized
into property values, independent of the structural characteristics of individual
units, subdivision amenities or market conditions.
These results are also consistent with the assumption that the preferences of
seniors in age-restricted projects are similar but that their preferences are different276  Guntermann and Moon
from those of younger households. There is a noticeable difference in median age
between census block groups with age-restricted versus non age-restricted
subdivisions (Exhibit 1) as well as a difference in amenities between the two
groups of subdivisions (Exhibit 2). However, those differences create the
possibility that an age restriction premium may exist but do not guarantee that
one will be found. The existence of a premium both supports the age-restricted
extension to Hughes and Turnbull (1996) and the critical assumption that housing
preferences differ across generations.
The period between 1988 and 1995 was one of uncertainty for age-restricted,
lower priced housing projects, such as mobile home subdivisions, because of
proposed federal regulations. Higher end projects or communities such as Sun
City would not have been concerned about satisfying a requirement for signiﬁcant
facilities and services. However, the proposed regulations were a major concern
to other projects since it was unclear that their more limited amenity packages
would allow them to maintain age-restricted status.6 The ADYEAR variables in
Models 1 and 2 are interaction variables created from the annual time and age
restriction dummy variables. The fact that none of the coefﬁcients on these
variables from 1988–1995 is signiﬁcantly negative suggests that the possible loss
of age-restricted status during those years did not have an impact on the age
restriction premium.
There was strong and vocal opposition by seniors groups to the proposed
requirement for ‘‘signiﬁcant facilities and services’’ from the time it was ﬁrst
proposed. As a result of this opposition, HUD went through several revisions of
the proposed regulations without being able to reach an acceptable compromise.
It is possible that continuing opposition to the signiﬁcant facilities and services
requirement led to the belief that age-restricted status could be preserved without
satisfying what was perceived by many to be an onerous requirement. To the extent
that was the case, it would explain why the period of uncertainty did not result
in the reduction or elimination of the age restriction premium. Subsequent to
passage of the 1995 act, some of the largest premiums for the entire time period
are observed. For the ﬁrst time, the federal government was explicitly sanctioning
age restriction practices, which would further strengthen the assurance that future
property owners would be able to maintain an age-restricted environment.
 Conclusion
Previous research has shown that age-restricted status can affect house prices via
changes in demand and/or supply in the short run. Evidence is presented here
that an age-restriction premium can be measured over time and under varying
market conditions. One explanation for the persistence of this premium is that age
restriction covenants (or similar public regulations) reduce uncertainty to future
owners about who can live in the project. Hughes and Turnbull (1996) maintain
that reduced uncertainty resulting from private covenants and deed restrictions canAge Restriction and Property Values  277
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be capitalized into property values. The ﬁndings indicate that this capitalization
process also takes place with respect to age restrictions.
Beginning in 1988, proposed HUD regulations would have permitted an age
restriction exemption to the housing discrimination laws for projects that provided
signiﬁcant facilities and services oriented to the needs of seniors. The requirement
for signiﬁcant facilities and services created uncertainty in lower priced segments
of the housing market, such as manufactured housing subdivisions, since it was
unclear that they could meet the proposed standards. However, the period from
1988 through 1995 provides no evidence that uncertainty associated with the
proposed regulations impacted prices in those subdivisions. Subsequent to the
Housing for Older Persons Act of 1995, which did not include the requirement
setting minimum quality standards, some of the largest age restriction premiums
are observed. The larger premiums may reﬂect the federal sanctioning of age
restrictions embodied in the 1995 Act.
In mobile home subdivisions, fee simple ownership includes the lot and
manufactured housing unit, just as in traditional housing developments. Most
mobile home subdivisions compete in the more modestly priced or affordable
segment of the housing market and in that sense they would compete with
townhouses, condominiums and other attached forms of residential housing as
well as traditional subdivisions. However, mobile home subdivisions offer the
advantage of a detached dwelling unit while at the same time retaining the
advantages of common facilities, amenities and services offered by projects with
attached units. This overlap with various segments of the residential market
suggests that households purchasing in mobile home subdivisions would not be
fundamentally different from households in other age-restricted projects or
communities. Hence, the ﬁndings and conclusions reached here should be
applicable to other segments of the housing market. This empirical study was both
a test of an age-related price effect and the assumption of generation-speciﬁc
housing preferences. Future research might address whether similar generation-
speciﬁc preferences exist regardless of the levels of property values.
 Endnotes
1 Existing projects that convert to age-restricted status obligate future owners to sell only
to purchasers who satisfy the age-restriction requirement, meaning that theoretically, all
owners eventually would satisfy the requirement.
2 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Current Housing Reports, H150/
93, American Housing Survey for the United States in 1993, U.S. Government Printing
Ofﬁce, Washington, DC, 1995, Table 7-12 and 7-14. (Values include units in mobile
home parks and mobile home subdivisions.)
3 Property owners in the age-restricted phase dropped age restricted status after December
1993. A different subdivision elected age-restricted status beginning in January 1993. In
total, ﬁve subdivisions had age-restricted status over the entire eighteen years, seven were
never age restricted and two projects were split between both groups.278  Guntermann and Moon
4 Because of the long period covered by the data, a signiﬁcant percentage of the
transactions were resales. When it could be determined that the original housing unit had
been replaced (single- to double-wide), the year built was changed based on the date of
the current transaction.
5 In contrast to the data for double-wide units, unusual price differences were observed
for single-wide units across subdivisions. Lot sizes within a given subdivision would be
essentially the same, yet could be used for either a single- or double-wide unit. Since
data were lacking for both unit square footage and lot size, which might have resolved
the anomaly, the interaction variable was used to control for the possible variations in
single-wide units across subdivisions.
6 Superstition Country 1 dropped its zoning overlay at the end of 1993, because the
homeowners association believed it was unlikely that the project would satisfy proposed
requirements for signiﬁcant facilities and services. In contrast, Desert Dawn, which has
an extensive amenity package (Exhibit 2), may have perceived that it would beneﬁt from
the proposed standards and it elected age-restricted status in January 1993.
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